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SUMMARY

ALTS agrees that the Commission should promptly adopt its

proposed performance measurements: "Our intent is to promulgate

the model performance measurements and reporting requirements,

based on the proposal described in detail below, as expeditiously

as possible" (OSS NPRM at ~ 23). While ALTS continues to support

the particular performance measurements and standards advocated

by ALTS and such parties as LCUG, the immediate need is for the

Commission to act on the OSS NPRM as quickly as possible. Once

the Model Rules are in place and actual performance data becomes

available, the need for further refinements will become self

evident.

The Commission also deserves recognition for its attention

to the potential burden that reporting requirements might place

on the incumbents. Caution about undue regulation is certainly

understandable and commendable. However, in the case of

measurements that track incumbent performance affecting ultimate

end user service, the OSS NPRM's concern about a potential

"burden" is entirely misplaced. Only monopolists enjoy the

luxury of remaining ignorant about how their business processes

affect customer service. For all competitive companies, from

automobile manufacturers to computer mail-order outlets, tracking

and managing customer-affecting business processes is the heart

and soul of management science. Companies lacking effective

self-measurements inevitably end up losers in the marketplace.
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Thus, incumbents are not being "burdened" at all by being asked

to institute timely and accurate measurements of how they treat

their retail and wholesale customers. They are only being asked

to create the very same quantitative measurements that are

essential to their success in a competitive world. This is part

and parcel of operating in a competitive environment.

Furthermore, if there were any "burden" associated with

performance measurements, such a burden is entirely outweighed by

the increased competition, and associated increase in economic

efficiency, that effective performance measurements will surely

trigger. Transformation of the local telecommunications

marketplace, currently generating over $100 billion a year in

revenues, into a robustly competitive market would dwarf whatever

modest "burden" might be involved in producing data under the

Model Rules.

Finally, ALTS asks the Commission to delegate authority to

the Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau to alter any details in

the Model Rules concerning the scope of reporting -- whether that

scope concerns the geographic range of reports, the grouping of

services, or the grouping of new entrants -- that may be

necessary to ensure the production of data that is statistically

reliable as well as institutionally useful. Despite the best

efforts of everyone involved, experience is sure to reveal

defects in the Model Rules that will require prompt correction.
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Delegation of authority to the Bureau to make any necessary

changes consistent with the goals of this rulemaking will avoid

the time required for additional rulemaking, and insure that the

process of generating useful data is not unduly handicapped by

unforseen technical problems.
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Pursuant to the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released April

17, 1998, in the above docket and rulemaking (\\OSS NPRM"), the

Association for Local Telecommunications Services ("ALTS") hereby

files its comments concerning the proposed "Model Rules" for

performance measurements and reports by incumbent local exchange

providers ("ILECs ").l For the convenience of the Commission and

parties, these comments parallel the structure of the ass NPRM

except as indicated.

I. THE ROLE OF THE COMMISSION AND THE STATES (~~ 22-26)

The ass NPRM invites parties to comment on the Commission's

legal authority to issue rules concerning ass (ass NPRM at ~ 25) .

In addition to the Comments and Reply filed by ALTS in
RM-9101, ALTS submitted its "Service Quality Measurements
Version 1.0" (HALTS SQM") in an ex parte filed January 14, 1998.
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

ALTS continues to maintain that nothing in the Eighth Circuit's

opinion setting aside the Commission's pricing rules2 implicate

the Commission's ability to specify both measurements for ass

performance, and standards for ass performance (see ALTS reply In

RM-9101 dated July 30, 1997, at 3).

While ALTS is not altering its stance concerning the

Commission's current authority to issue binding rules concerning

measurements and standards, ALTS does not want issuance of the

Model Rules delayed as a result of this debate. Given the

cooperation between the Commission and the states on this

important topic, ALTS fully expects the Model Rules to be quickly

implemented at the state level, and to be given appropriate

weight in any upcoming application by an RBac for in-region long

distance authority pursuant to Section 271.

Furthermore, the Supreme Court will likely settle the issue

of the Commission's authority beyond any debate early in 1999.

By issuing its Model Rules as quickly as possible, the Commission

can gain practical experience concerning their operation so that,

if the need for uniform national measurements and standards does

become convincing, it would be well-positioned to act as soon as

the Supreme Court issues its decision.

2 Iowa Utilities v. FCC, 120 F.3d 753 (8th Cir. 1997),
cert. granted, January 26, 1998.
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commendable, in the case of measurements that track the various

factors affecting ultimate end user service, the OSS NPRM's

For all

They are only being

ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

II. PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS AND
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS (~~ 27-103)

Thus, incumbents are not being "burdened" at all by being

about undue regulation is certainly understandable and

The OSS NPRM requests comments on "whether our proposed

A. General Issues (~~ 27-42)

goals" of detecting possible instances of discrimination, and the

minimization of possible burdens on the ILECs. While caution

measurements described below appropriately balance these twin

1. The Balance Between Burdens and Benefits (~~ 36-37)

concern about a potential "burden" is entirely misplaced. Only

monopolists enjoy the luxury of remaining ignorant about how

their business processes affect customer service.

business processes is the heart and soul of management science.

mail-order outlets, tracking and managing customer-affecting

competitive companies, from automobile manufacturers to computer

losers in the marketplace.

Companies lacking effective self-measurements inevitably end up

asked to institute timely and accurate measurements of how they

treat their retail and wholesale customers.

asked to create precisely the very quantitative measurements that



marketplace, currently generating over $100 billion a year in

Furthermore, if there were any "burden" associated with

part and parcel of operating in a competitive environment.

This is

Transformation of the local telecommunications

are essential to their success in a competitive world.

trigger.

ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

the increased competition, and associated increase in economic

performance measurements, such a burden is entirely outweighed by

efficiency, that effective performance measurements will surely

revenues, into a robustly competitive market would dwarf whatever

modest "burden" might be involved in producing data under the

Model Rules.

Finally, once experience has been gained with the Model

Rules, statistical analysis will permit the Commission and the

parties to determine which measurements correlate with

discrimination to new entrants, and which do not. Any

measurements that fail to provide useful information can then be

terminated.

Accordingly, the Commission should start with Model Rules

that collect disaggregated levels of data over a relatively broad

range of parameters, and then relax these requirements to the

extent that such disaggregation proves unnecessary. This is far

preferable to adopting Model Rules that are too aggregated to
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

provide effective data, since the Commission would essentially be

forced to revisit the Model Rules entirely, and the incumbents

would then be required to go through another start-up process.

2. The Geographic Level for Reporting (~ 38)

While the ass NPRM makes separate requests for comments on

the geographic scope of reporting, the range of services for

which reporting should be done, and the level of aggregation for

new entrants, these share an important common issue: the ability

of the incumbent to conceal evidence of discrimination in the

absence of adequate disaggregation. Because of this common

problem, ALTS asks the Commission to delegate authority to the

Chief of the Common Carrier Bureau to alter any details in the

Model Rules concerning the scope of reporting -- whether that

scope concern the geographic range of reports, the grouping of

services, or the grouping of new entrants -- that may be

necessary to ensure the production of data that is statistically

reliable as well as institutionally useful. Despite the best

efforts of everyone involved t experience is sure to reveal

defects in the Model Rules that will require prompt correction.

Delegation of authority to the Bureau to make necessary changes

consistent with the goals of this rulemaking will avoid the time

required for additional rulemaking, and insure that the process

of generating useful data is not unduly handicapped by unforseen
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

technical problems.

Concerning the best starting point for a geographical

reporting level, ALTS agrees with WorldCom that performance needs

to be tracked on a market-by-market basis. Few if any new

entrants compete with an incumbent over an entire LATA, the area

suggested by Sprint r and use of such an area would unnecessarily

degrade the comparability of the reported data.

In addition r since all collected information will have to

contain some geographic identification (whether by stater study

arear LATA r or market) r there is little burden in starting with

an identifier that is as disaggregated as possible, and then

permitting aggregated reporting if more disaggregated geographic

reporting proves unnecessary. If, on the other hand r the process

started with unduly aggregated geographic reporting r the

collection mechanism would have to be redesigned if it became

clear that more discrete data needed to be captured.

3. The Scope of Reporting (~ 39)

ALTS supports the ass NPRMrs proposal to have ILECs "report

separately on [their] performance as provided to: (1) its own

retail customers: (2) any of its affiliates that provide local

exchange service; (3) competing carriers in the aggregate; and

(4) individual competing carriers" (~ 39). However r in addition
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

to these reporting requirements, there could well be occasion

when individual CLECs need to be able to compare their treatment

with a subset of the universe of competitive providers in order

to detect discrimination. The reason this could be needed is

simple. New entrants tend to differ among themselves by entry

strategy, facilities-based entry and resale being the broadest

categories. The numbers generated by resellers could

theoretically swamp the figures for facilities-based entrants,

and conceal discrimination concerning that mode of entry. af

course, the ass NPRM's proposal to break out certain parameters

by resale versus facilities-based services mitigates this

possibility for certain measurements, but does not eliminate it.

Accordingly, the ~data clearinghouse" contemplated by the

ass NPRM should be given the authority to respond to requests for

subsegments of competitive data, but only after the CLEC whose

data is implicated by any such request has had the opportunity to

review the request, and negotiate appropriate terms with the

requesting CLEC. These terms could include confidentiality

agreements and also provisioning of the data at statistical

levels that would be relevant to the issue of discrimination, but

not divulge sensitive information. In the event such

negotiations are not successful, the requesting CLEC should be

entitled to seek arbitration of its request.
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

4. Relevant Electronic Interfaces (~ 40)

The ass NPRM proposes to restrict its performance

measurements and reports to electronic interfaces, such as EDI,

and to exclude manual interfaces (~ 40). The ass NPRM also

proposes to require measurements and reports by each type of

interface, a goal ALTS supports.

While the Commission's concern about the minimization of

burden to the ILECs is commendable, it is also misplaced for the

reasons described above (supra at 3-4). The Model Rules should

include reporting on manual interfaces for at least the basic

facilities-based functions that are most likely to remain manual

for some time. First, because electronic interfaces only make

sense when competitive orders reach a certain level, shielding

ILECs from reporting on non-electronic interfaces gives

incumbents a concrete incentive to prevent those orders from ever

reaching the level that would justify an electronic interface.

In addition, limiting reporting to electronic interfaces would

favor entry strategies that are inherently higher-volume, such as

resale, over those strategies that must incrementally ramp up

from zero market share.

Second, the absence of a electronic interface is not just

the result of low volumes, but also the technology involved.
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

Provisioning of unbundled data loops is almost always a manual

process because of the incumbents' lack of adequate automated

loop plant records. Yet competition in advanced data services is

an important goal that can only be advanced if ILECs are subject

to performance measurements and reports showing how they treat

their competitors in this important area.

B. Proposed Measurements (~~ 43-103)

1. Pre-Ordering Measurements (~~ 43-54)

ALTS supports the ass NPRM's proposal to "measure the

average interval of providing access to pre-ordering information

to competing carriers, as well as to itself," and to require

"that an incumbent LEC disaggregate the results for this

measurement according to the pre-ordering sub-functions listed in

Appendix A" (~ 43). ALTS has no objection to the use of a

sampling methodology to perform these measurements provided that

(1) the methodology is fully describedi and (2) ordinary

statistical tests to validate the reliability of such sampling

are conducted and provided along with the reported data.

Concerning rejected query notices, ALTS urges the Commission

to adopt measurements of the comparative speed with which the

incumbents provide such notices to themselves and competitors,

disaggregated by each pre-ordering subfunction. Also, the

incumbents should measure the percentage of rejected queries
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

compared to the total number of pre-ordering queries.

2. Ordering and Provisioning Measurements (~~ 46-79)

a. Disaggregation of Data (~~ 46-51)

While ALTS stands by its original positions concerning the

technical aspects of all the performance measurements, those

positions are already part of the record in RM-9101, and need not

be repeated here. Instead, ALTS will address only the questions

raised by the ass NPRM rather than try to reargue matters treated

by the ass NPRM as resolved. However, ALTS does reserve the

right to seek selective modifications of the measurements that

are ultimately adopted as experience is gained with their actual

operation.

ALTS supports the adoption and use of the thirteen

measurement categories listed in Appendix A, and urges the

Commission to consider a fourteenth category -- unbundled data

loops. As noted supra concerning the need for performance

measurements of manual processes (8-9), unbundled data loops are

critically important to competition in advanced data services,

but ILECs currently provide them only via manual intervention.

Requiring performance measurements on unbundled data loops would

assist the Commission in assuring that competition accelerates

the availability of such services to all Americans.

-10-
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also supports the inclusion of interconnection trunks as a

interconnection trunk groups.

In addition to the inter-

ALTS supports the Averaged Coordinated Customer Conversion

c. Average Time for Coordinated
Customer Conversions (~ 57)

b. Order Completion Measurements (~~ 52-56)

separate measurement category (~ 51) .

ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

ALTS endorses the ass NPRM's proposal for unbundled network

element reporting, including the reporting for unbundled loops

provided with or without interim number portability (~ 50). ALTS

ALTS supports the ass NPRM's proposal to measure the Average

handicap new entrants by effectively imposing "fast busy" signals

inadequate interconnection trunking creates an opportunity to

carrier coordination identified as a factor in the ass NPRM,

on calls to customers served by new entrants by undersizing the

entrants' orders (~ 52). The need for both measurements are

orders placed by the ILECs' own retail customers and for new

Completion Interval and the Percentage of Due Dates Missed for

the same Average Completion Intervals provided themselves, yet be

self-evident, since ILECs could be providing new entrants with

important sources of potential discrimination.

new entrants. Both measurements capture independent and

generating a much higher percentage of Due Dates Missed for the



ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

measurements proposed by the OSS NPRM (~ 57). This parameter lS

essentially the same as the Percent of INP Coordinated Orders

with Disconnection, Loop Provisioning, and Number Portability

Done Within Five Minutes of Each Other proposed in ALTS' Service

Quality Measurements, filed as an ex parte on January 14, 1998,

and will help detect how long a customer lacks local service

during the provisioning of loops which require coordination.

d. Order Status Measurements (~~ 58-64)

ALTS supports the order status measurements proposed by the

OSS NPRM along with its tentative conclusions (~ 59). Concerning

any incumbent that does not issue a nominal "Firm Order

Commitment" (a "FOC") to itself, it should be required to report

the timing of its "virtual FOC"j i.e., the point in its self-

provisioning process at which its level of commitment to an order

is tantamount to the issuance of an FOC.

Concerning the Average FOC Notice Interval (~ 61), ALTS has

no objections to the exclusion of rejected orders from this

measurement, provided the percentage of rejected orders to valid

orders is also produced.

e. Average Interval for
Held Orders (~~ 65-67)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM's proposal for Average Interval

for Held Orders (~ 65). While ALTS understands the OSS NPRM's
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ALTS - June 1, 1998 - ass NPRM, CC Docket No. 98-56

reasons for its tentative conclusion not to limit reporting on

held orders solely to orders held for lack of facilities l the

Commission should consider creating a separate category for such

orders. The existence -- or more properly I non-existence of

"lack of facilities ll has become much disputed among ILECs and new

entrants. Hard data on the extent to which this factor drives

held orders would provide useful information to the Commission.

f. Installation Troubles (~~ 68-70)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM/s proposed Percentage of Troubles

in Thirty Days for New Orders (~ 68). ALTS suggests that

percentage troubles be measured on a "per circuit ll basis for

resale orders l and "per element ll basis for unbundled network

element orders (~ 70).

g. Ordering Quality Measurements (~~ 71-76)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM/s proposals for Percentage of

Order Flow Through (~~ 72-74) I and for Percentage of Rejected

Orders (~~ 75-76). ALTS also supports the Average Submission per

Order measurement in order to capture the quality of access to an

ILEC/s ordering system.

h. 911 Database Update
and Accuracy (~~ 77-79)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM/s proposal to measure the

timeliness and accuracy of an ILEC/s 911 database (~~ 77). CLECs
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are committed to providing emergency services to their customers.

ILECs historically "own" and control the 911 databases, whether

directly or via vendors, to which CLECs provide input for their

customers. Timely updates of these databases for customer

location and telephone numbers included in the Automatic Location

Identifier ("ALI") is necessary in order that emergency services

can be promptly dispatched to the proper location should an

emergency occur. Accordingly, measurement of both the Mean

Database Update Interval and the Percentage of Updates Completed

Within 24 Hours are necessary and appropriate. See ALTS' SQM

Version 1.0 at 18.

3. Repair and Maintenance Measurements (~~ 80-87)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM's proposed measurements for

repair and maintenance (~ 81) .

4. Billing Measurements (~~ 88-90)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM's proposed measurements for

billing (89-90).

5. General Measurements (~~ 91-94)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM's proposed measurements for

systems availability ~91), center responsiveness (~ 92) and

Operator Service and Director Assistance (~ 93) .
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6. Interconnection Measurements (~~ 95-103)

ALTS supports the OSS NPRM's proposed measurements on trunk

blockage (~ 96) and collocation (~ 102). The perceived quality

of CLEC retail services, particularly when either ILEC services

are resold or UNEs are employed, will be heavily influenced by

the underlying quality of the ILEC facilities and service.

Interconnection with the ILEC network, whether for facilities or

equipment, needs to be provided at a level of quality that is

equal to that which the ILEC provides itself, a subsidiary, an

affiliate, or any other party. The quality of CLEC service to

customers is directly dependent on the adequacy of trunking

capacity within the ILEC network, and between the ILEC network

and the CLEC network.

ALTS' proposed Percent Trunk Blockage is equal to the Busy

Hour Overflow Count divided by the Busy Hour Peg Count during the

reporting period. For CLECs the metric is computed at the end of

the reporting period. It looks at the busiest hour during the

reporting period as defined by the highest peg count (call

attempts on the trunk group). It then determines for that hour

the count of overflow (those call attempts that were blocked due

to inadequate trunking, trunks turned down due to maintenance, or

other network failures). It then computes the percentage of

blocking for that busy hour. Percentage of blocking for trunk

-15-
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groups is monitored from the CLEC to the ILEC end office, CLEC to

ILEC local tandem, and CLEC to ILEC access tandem.

For ILECs the metric is computed at the end of the reporting

period. It looks at the busiest hour during the reporting period

as defined by the highest peg count (call attempts on the trunk

group) . It then determines for that hour the count of overflow

(those call attempts that were blocked due to inadequate

trunking, trunks turned down due to maintenance, or other network

failures) .

busy hour.

It then computes the percentage of blocking for that

Percentage of blocking for trunk groups is monitored

from ILEC end office to ILEC end office, ILEC end office to local

tandem, and ILEC end office to access tandem. 3 ALTS endorses

this measurement as a reasonable way to capture trunk blocking,

but it would be happy to work with incumbents or the Commission

in formulating an even better metric.

The need for performance measurements for collocation is

equally compelling. Due to the natural evolution of local

telephone services over the years, ILECs own, rent, or lease

buildings in most cities and towns. Many of these buildings

house ILEC central office switches and equipment, giving them an

Trunk Group sizing is based on the engineering criteria
of "Grade of Service'! and often refers to the "Poisson Tables" to
quantify levels of service (such as P.01 GOS, which translates
into 1 in 100 blocked calls, or 1% blockage)
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advantage in the immediate marketplace. These same buildings

often have extra space, due to technology compressing the size of

equipment over time. In order to be able to compete and to

install necessary equipment to do so, CLECs need access to space

available in ILEC buildings or remote locations. ILECs need to

respond in a timely fashion to CLEC requests. Delays will

prevent the CLEC from serving customers, and thereby threaten to

prevent meaningful competition in the marketplace.

ALTS' proposed Mean Response to Request Interval equals the

Request Response Date and Time measured from the Request

Submission Date and Time, divided by the Count of Requests

Submitted in Reporting Period. Percent Responses Received within

5 Business Days equals the Count of Responses received within 5

Business Days divided by the Count of Requests Submitted in the

Reporting Period. Percent Physical Commitments Met equals the

Count of Physical Commitments Met divided by the Count of

Physical Commitments in Reporting Period. Percent Virtual

Commitments Met equals the Count of Virtual Commitments Met

divided by the Count of Virtual Commitments in the reporting

period.

For CLEC results the response interval for each space

request is determined by computing the elapsed time from the ILEC

receipt of a space request from the CLEC, to the time the ILEC
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returns the requested information to the CLEC. Elapsed time is

accumulated for each space request, consistent with the specified

reporting dimension, and then divided by the associated total

number of space requests received by the ILEC during the report

period.

The "Percent Responses Received within 5 Business Days" is

determined by first counting, for each specified reporting

dimension, both the number of space request responses (via FOCs,

Firm Order Confirmation Notices) received within 5 business days,

and the number of space requests submitted in the reporting

period. For each reporting dimension, the resulting count of

space responses received within 5 business days, is divided by

the number of space requests submitted in the reporting period

and expressed as a percentage.

The "Percent Physical Commitments Met" is determined by

first counting, for each specified reporting dimension, both the

number of commitments met, and the number of commitments made

(via FOCs) in the reporting period. For each reporting

dimension, the resulting count of commitments met, is divided by

the number of commitments made in the reporting period and

expressed as a percentage. The same methodology applies to

"Percent Virtual Commitments Met".
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V. REPORTING PROCEDURES (~~ 104-123)

ALTS supports the procedures proposed by the ass NPRM

concerning the receipt of reports (~~ 106-111), frequency of

reports (~ 112), and auditing procedures (~~ 113-115). In

particular, ALTS supports the utilization of a central clearing

house in order to facilitate the "benchmarking" function that

performance measurements will provide (at ~ 109). ALTS also

agrees that data concerning individual carriers needs to be kept

confidential (~ 110).

Concerning audits, the Commission should require that

ordinary auditing procedures be applied to the reported data, and

that the results of such audits be made public. Audits are an

integral part of the generation of statistically reliable data,

and should be treated as such in the Model Rules.

VI. EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENTS (~~ 116-123)

The Commission asks whether it should adopt any particular

uniform statistical process for evaluating an incumbent local

exchange carrier's compliance with statutory requirements. The

Commission seeks comment on whether such an approach would inject

more consistency and predictability into determining whether an

incumbent is meeting its statutory obligations (~ 121). While

the use of a statistical model to encourage improved ILEC

behavior through established goals and penalties is laudable, and
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